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Status of the Claims 

1 . This action is in response to the RCE filed on December 19, 2008. Claims 1-5 and 
7-24 are pending. Claims 12-24 are withdrawn. Claim 6 is canceled. Claim 1 is 
amended. Claims 1-5 and 7-11 are examined. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed December 19, 2008 have been fully considered, and 
they are partially moot in view of new grounds of rejection and partially not persuasive. 

In response to the applicant's arguments that the cited prior art fail to teach 
authorizing a sub-account to independently transfer electronic tokens to the sub- 
account, Cohen clearly teaches this limitation by allow the user to customize 
parameters for sub-accounts that including designating who has ability to deposit 
money to the account fl| 106). 

In response to the applicant's argument that Russell fails to disclose sending 
notification when predetermined types of transactions are made, Russell teaches 
insufficient balance transaction or a transaction triggers low balance, a notification will 
be sent to the parent fl[ 74, 76). Thus, the teaching of Russell satisfies this limitation. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/61 6,1 24 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3694 

the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988 )and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rowe, US 2003/01 15137 A1 in view of Cohen, US 2003/0097331 A1 . 

As to claim 1 , Rowe teaches a system for facilitating electronic commerce among 
users, a service provider and vendors, wherein each user has established a primary 
account with the service provider, the system comprising (U 52, 135; "primary account" 
corresponds to the customer account or master account in Rowe's teaching): 

• a plurality of vendor computers, each vendor computer programmed to 
provide a website at which a user at a user device may purchase goods or 
services (U 135, 170); 

• a service provider computer at which the user has established a primary 
account, the service provider computer programmed to permit the user to 
establish a sub-account under the primary account, the primary account and 
sub-account having a prepaid value in the form of electronic tokens, wherein 
the user may specify a subset of the plurality of vendor computers that are the 
only vendor computers from which purchases may be made using the sub- 
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account (If 52, 122, 135 and Fig. 2E; "sub-account" corresponds to the sub or 
allowance account in Rowe's teaching); and 

• a communications network enabling the user device to communicate with the 
plurality of vendor computers (Fig. 2E). 

Rowe does not specifically teach the service provider computer is programmed 
to permit the user to authorize the sub-account to independently add funds. However, 
Cohen teaches this matter fl[ 1 06). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Rowel to include the teachings of 
Cohen because such a modification would allow Rowe to have the ability to designate 
who can add funds and transfer funds to the sub-account for better customize 
parameters for each sub-account. 

As to claim 2, Rowe teaches the service provider computer is programmed to 
permit the user of the primary account to transfer electronic tokens to the sub-account 
from the primary account (If 52). 

As to claim 3, Rowe teaches the service provider computer is programmed to 
permit the user to specify a plurality of authorized users for the sub-account (If 52). 

As to claim 5, Rowe does not specifically teach the service provider computer is 
programmed to permit the user to authorize the sub-account to establish a further sub- 
account subordinate to the sub-account. However, Cohen teaches this matter (If 202). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to allow the user in Rowe's teaching to include the feature of authorizing the 
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sub-account to establish a further sub-account subordinate to the sub-account as taught 
by Cohen for better control the spending in the sub-account. 

As to claim 7, Rowe does not specifically teach the service provider computer is 
programmed to permit a user of the sub-account to modify secured information of the 
sub- account. However, Cohen teaches this matter flj 193-194). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the 
user of the sub-account in Rowe's teaching to include the feature of modifying secured 
information of the sub- account as taught by Cohen for better control the spending in the 
sub-account. 

5. Claims 4 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rowe, US 2003/01 1 51 37 A1 in view of Cohen, US 2003/0097331 A1 , and in further 
view of Russell, US 2001/0047310 A1. 

As to claim 4, Rowe teaches the service provider computer is programmed to 
permit the user to specify a spending limit for the sub-account (If 1 29). Rowe modified 
by Cohen does not specifically teach the spending limit is on per transaction, per day, 
per week, and per month basis. However, this matter is taught by Russell as the user is 
permitted to set spending limit as desired, such as on per transaction, per day, and per 
week basis (H 25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to allow the user in the teachings of Rowe modified by 
Cohen to set the spending limit as desired on taught by Russell for better control the 
sub-account's spending. 
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As to claim 9, neither Rowe nor Cohen nor Russell teaches periodically sending 
notifications to the primary account user that list all transactions of the sub-account. 
However, Russell teaches periodically check the account and sending notifications to 
the primary account user (If 30). Russell further teaches records all the transactions for 
the sub-account fl|56). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to allow the teachings of Rowe modified by Cohen and 
Russell to include the feature of periodically sending notifications to the user that list all 
transactions of the sub-account so that the primary account user can better monitor 
transactions of the sub-account. 

As to claim 10, Rowe modified by Cohen does not specifically teach the service 
provider computer is programmed to send a notification to the user of the primary 
account when predetermined types of transactions are made in the primary account or 
in the sub-account. However, Russell teaches this matter (U 30, 74-76). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
allow the teachings of Rowe modified by Cohen to include the feature of sending a 
notification to the user of the primary account when predetermined types of transactions 
are made in the primary account or in the sub-account for allowing the primary account 
user efficiently managing the accounts. 

6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rowe, US 
2003/01 1 51 37 A1 in view of Cohen, US 2003/0097331 A1 , and in further view of 
Russell, US 2001/004731 0 A1 and Nagy et al., US 2003/01 1 9478 A1 . 
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As to claim 8, Rowe teaches accounts are set to have a maximum funds limit 
16-18). Rowe modified by Cohen does not explicitly teach the service provider 
computer is programmed to permit the user to configure the sub-account to 
automatically add funds to the sub-account during a transaction if a balance of the sub- 
account falls below a minimum balance. Russell teaches permit the user to configure 
the sub-account to automatically add funds to the sub-account if a balance of the sub- 
account falls below a minimum balance fl[ 30, 53). Russell does not specifically teach 
the automatically adding funds happen during a transaction . However, Nagy teaches 
permitting a user to add funds to an account during a transaction when the balance of 
the account falls below a minimum balance fl[ 61-63). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow automatically 
add funds featured in Russell's teaching to be performed during a transaction as taught 
by Nagy so that the funds can be quickly replenished. Furthermore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the 
teachings of Rowe modified by Cohen to include the feature of automatically adding 
funds to the sub-account during a transaction if a balance of the sub-account falls below 
a minimum balance as taught by the combined teaching of Russell and Nagy for 
allowing the primary account user efficiently managing the sub-account. 
7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rowe, US 
2003/01 1 51 37 A1 in view of Cohen, US 2003/0097331 A1 , and in further view of 
Russell, US 2001/0047310 A1 and Official Notice. 
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As to claim 1 1 , Rowe modified by Cohen does not specifically teach the service 
provider computer is programmed to send a notification to the user of the primary 
account, the notification including a link that the user may activate to lock the sub- 
account. Russell teaches sending notification the user of primary account regarding an 
upcoming event, and the primary account user has option to fund the event directly 
through the service provider computer (Fig. 11); the primary account user also has 
option to disallow the sub-account user to make any purchases (If 28). Russell does 
not specifically teach the notification including a link. The examiner takes Official Notice 
it is well known in the art that notification has a link. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the notification in 
Russell's teaching to include a link so that the information associated with the link can 
be conveniently embedded with the notification. Furthermore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the 
teachings of Rowe modified by Cohen to include the features as taught by Russell and 
Official Notice so that the primary account user can efficiently managing the sub- 
account. 

Inquire 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mary Cheung whose telephone number is (571)-272- 
6705. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday from 10:00 AM to 
7:00 PM. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, James Trammell, can be reached on (571) 272-6712. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see 

http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or 
proceedings is assigned are as follows: 

(571 ) 273-8300 (Official Communications; including After Final 
Communications labeled "BOX AF") 

(571 ) 273-6705 (Draft Communications) 

/Mary Cheung/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3694 
February 1 1 , 2009 



